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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's amendment and reply filed July 12, 2004 has been fully considered. Claims 
1-19 are now pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

3. In response to Applicant's arguments that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references (see Applicant's remarks, the last paragraph on page 8, the fourth paragraph on page 
10, and the first, second and last paragraphs on page 1 1) the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to 
produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In 
re Jones, 958 F.2d347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

It is believed that a suggestion or motivation to combine the references was presented for 
each of the above cases in the previous Office action. 

Peercy discloses a system to support the development of graphics-based content in a 
platform-independent manner (see the abstract and FIG. 1). Likewise, Pavan discloses a system 
to support the development of real-time, multimedia-based applications (see the abstract). The 
features of Pavan used to supplement Peercy's system would favorably (a) enable low-level 
operations to be encapsulated and thus hidden (see Pavan, column 4, lines 9-18), (b) enable the 
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application to be automatically targeted for a distributed environment (see Pavan, column 2, lines 
47-49), and (c) simplify the programming (see Pavan, column 7, lines 37-49). 

The features disclosed by Barbour are used to optimize the performance of an application 
that is developed in a platform-independent manner and then implemented for a specific platform 
(see column 1, lines 55-65 and column 2, lines 53-61). One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to provide such optimization in both the system of Peercy and the system of 
Peercy in view of Pavan to optimize performance. 

Similarly, Jones discloses features for managing the resources of a real-time application, 
features that are further adaptable for use in a distributed environment (see column 4 5 lines 57- 
67). Such resource management features would thus enhance the support for real-time 
applications in distributed environments, such as in the system of Peercy in view of Pavan or in 
the system of Peercy in view of Pavan in view of Barbour. 

4. In response to Applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning (see Applicant's remarks, page 1 1, second paragraph), 
it must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction 
based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does not 
include knowledge gleaned only from the Applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. 
See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

5. Applicant contends that the tree used in Peercy is not an application graph stored for 
traversal during run-time (see Applicant's remarks, page 9, first paragraph), and that Pavan does 
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not teach or suggest storing processing blocks that define content and storing an application 
graph that expresses the identity of the stored processing blocks and data connectivity between 
the stored processing blocks (second paragraph). 

However, the tree disclosed by Peercy (see FIG. 3) is an application graph per se that 
expressly represents a graphics computation (see column 4, lines 14-16). The tree is processed 
(see step 210 in FIG. 2) and the computation is executed (see step 214 in FIG. 2), which is to say 
that the tree is traversed at run-time. 

Furthermore, Pavan clearly discloses storing processing blocks that define content (see 
column 4, lines 28-37, especially "an example application constructed with a block-based 
programming model," and column 4, lines 9-18, especially "a block is a high level encapsulation 
of a specific function inside a computer program"). 

Pavan also discloses storing the processing blocks in the form of a block diagram, or in 
other words, in the form of a graph (see user program 400 in FIG. 4). The processing blocks in 
this form certainly represent the data connectivity between the blocks (see column 5, lines 8-14, 
especially "the program blocks are interconnected through one or more ports" and "each port is 
characterized by a data type [and] a data flow direction," as well as column 6, lines 18-26, 
especially "specifying connections between output ports and input ports on program blocks"). 

Peercy further teaches a graphical application platform for executing programs (see the 
abstract, especially "high-speed execution of graphics application programs"). 

Therefore, in combination, Peercy and Pavan disclose storing an application graph that 
expresses the identity of the stored processing blocks and data connectivity between the stored 
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processing blocks, whereby the application graph can be traversed by a graphical application 
platform at run-time to execute appropriate processing blocks on a run-time platform. 

6. Applicant further contends that neither Peercy nor Pavan teach or suggest connections 
between blocks that implement data flow between blocks, particularly "such that capabilities of 
the game application and any of the multiple hardware platforms can be implemented 
modularly" (see Applicant's remarks, page 9, last paragraph) and similarly "whereby capabilities 
of at least one of the application software and the hardware platform can be implemented 
modularly" (page 10, first paragraph). 

However, Pavan teaches connections between the blocks that implement data flow 
between the blocks, as presented above. The blocks implement the functions or the capabilities 
of the application (see column 4, lines 28-37), and do so modularly (see column 4, lines 19-26, 
especially "primitive blocks usually encapsulate a single and simple function" and "composite 
blocks are collections of primitive blocks to provide higher order functions"). Pavan further 
discloses blocks that implement capabilities of the hardware platform (see column 6, lines 45-63, 
especially "additional services provided by intermediate blocks include resource reservation, . . . 
synchronization, resource scheduling, and inter-node communication"). 

7. Applicant asserts that Jones does not teach or suggest a graphical application platform 
with an application real-time kernel including logic that invokes blocks according to a schedule 
as recited in claim 9 (see Applicant's remarks, page 10, fourth paragraph). 

However, as above, Peercy discloses a graphical application platform for executing 
programs (see the abstract). Pavan provides an application real-time kernel that invokes blocks 
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according to a schedule (see the abstract and column 2, lines 3-14, which shows implementing 
real-time applications that have multiple inputs and outputs that must be synchronized within 
specified time constraints). 

Jones supplements the system of Peercy in view of Pavan by providing the additional 
features recited in claim 9, such as thread-based scheduling (see column 6, lines 9-26), execution 
monitoring for purposes of dynamic loading and unloading (see column 14, lines 41-48, 
especially "resources are granted" and "resources may be reassigned"), thread management (see 
column 18, lines 18-39), memory sharing (see column 5, lines 16-28), mutual exclusion and 
synchronization (see column 25, lines 41-47). 

8. Applicant asserts that neither Peercy nor Barbour, taken alone or in combination, teach or 
suggest a method of pre-processing a graphics application with respect to a pre-defined hardware 
platform as recited in independent claim 14 (see Applicant's remarks, page 11, last paragraph). 

However, Peercy discloses pre-processing a graphics application with respect to a 
predefined hardware platform (see the abstract, and FIG. 1, which illustrates platform-dependent 
targeting of a graphics application at step 140). The additional limitations of claim 14 were fully 
addressed in the previous Office action. 

9. With regard to the rejection of claims 1-15 in the previous Office action as being 
unpatentable over Applicant's own admitted prior art, although the claims include features not 
expressly anticipated by the admitted prior art, it is not apparent from the claims that the features 
of Applicant's invention recited in the claims solve the deficiencies of or patentably distinguish 
over the prior art systems described in the specification. Clarification is respectfully requested. 
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Specification 

10. The objection to the abstract of the disclosure set forth in the previous Office action is 
withdrawn in view of the amendment. 

Drawings 

1 1 . The objection to the drawings set forth in the previous Office action is withdrawn in view 
of the replacement drawing sheets. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 1-8, 10, 1 1 and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Pat. No. 6,578,197 to Peercy et al. (art of record; herein "Peercy") in view of U.S. Pat. 
No. 6,502,238 to Pavan et al. (art of record; herein "Pavan"). 

With respect to claims 1-4, 6-8, 10 and 1 1 (original), the grounds of rejection set forth in 
the previous Office action are maintained. 

With respect to claim 5 (currently amended), the grounds of rejection set forth in the 
previous Office action are maintained. The additional limitations recited in the claim are 
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analogous to those of claim 8. See the grounds of rejection applied to claim 8 as set forth in the 
previous Office action. 

With respect to claims 16-19 (new), the limitations recited in the claim are analogous to 
those of claims 1-4, respectively. See the grounds of rejection applied to claims 1-4 as set forth 
in the previous Office action. 

14. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peercy in view of 
Pavan, as applied to claim 8, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 6,584,489 to Jones et al. (art of 
record; herein "Jones"). 

With respect to claim 9 (original), the grounds of rejection set forth in the previous Office 
action are maintained. 

15. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peercy in view of 
Pavan, as applied to claim 8, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 5,857,106 to Barbour et al. (art 
of record; herein "Barbour"). 

With respect to claim 12 (original), the grounds of rejection set forth in the previous 
Office action are maintained. 

16. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peercy in view of 
Pavan in view of Barbour, as applied to claim 12, and further in view of Jones. 

With respect to claim 13 (original), the grounds of rejection set forth in the previous 
Office action are maintained. 
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17. Claims 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peercy 
in view of Barbour. 

With respect to claims 14 and 15 (original), the grounds of rejection set forth in the 
previous Office action are maintained. 

Conclusion 

18. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

19. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Yigdall whose telephone number is (703) 305-0352. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30am to 4:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (703) 305-4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

After October 25, 2004, the examiner can be reached at (571) 272-3707, and the 
examiner's supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached at (571) 272-3695. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Michael J. Yigdall 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2122 
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